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Bear Sirs :

The EIS/EIR development process is a good effort and is the
right process to address the water issue in California; however,
the draft documents are legally insufficient and inadequate in
addressing significant parts of this issue:

i, Section S, "Cumulative Impacts", and Section iO, "Other
CEOA/NEPA Topics" do not adequately analyse cumulative impacts
to date or the impacts of sending more wa~ec sou~h. With mo~e
water supply, population increases will likely occur ~o use up
~ha~ supply. Theme will be additional adverse impac~ ~o ~he
Oel~a especially during low flow periods and during dcought
periods. Ultimately population pmessu~e will always severely
pressure water supply and the ecological health of the ~elta to
~he point where ~hece will be ~o solutions. ~his C~L~EO
seems aimed a~ finding only short-term solutions and ignores ~he
increasing problem long-term of growth inducing impacts and the
irreversible and irretrievable committment of resources, It
appeams ~ha~ all ~hcee alternatives proposed increase ~he
significam~ adverse impacts ~ha~ ace already occumcing.

~, Note de~ail on feasibility and cequimemen~s
implementation needs ~o be addressed in Phase I I cachet ~han in
~hase I II megacding ~he following elements in omdem ~o choose an
alternative:

~. Water rights: What basic water rights will the
state/counties/individuals have i~ the futuce?

B. StoFaoe: What specific amount o£ stoFage, including
off-channel and groundwater, is actually available and at what
cost?

C. Assurances: Note detail is needed.
necessary assurances is needed.

~, FFobabilitg of successful mitigations: What is the
probability of success of each mitigation
mitigations on the advemse impact being mitigated?

E. Usec funding/public funding: R better idea of public
costs and usec fee levels is necessary.

F. Endangered Species recovery: What ace the probabilities
foc recovery of each species?

G. Water efficiencies: What numerical objectives will be
set? What specific process will be used to assure these
objectives?

H. Adequate model validation and confidence: How do the
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citizens of California know that each of the alternatives will
accommplish their projected objectives?

I. Range of Alternatives: Is there another alternative
that will recover and maintain species dependent on the Oelta
ecosgstem, remove all other adverse impact, and still export
water south of the watershed?

3. Impact analgsis needs additional detail to give more
confidence that the results of actions under each of the
alternatives will be attained.

Thank Wou for the opportunitg to comment.

Sincerelg,

James W. ne Pr~e
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